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Sir: 

In response to the Interview Summary mailed March 1 1, 2005, Applicant responds as 
follows: 



Applicant agrees with the Examiner's characterization of the interview conducted on March 
8, 2005. During the interview, Applicant presented the Examiner with proposed claim language for 
Claim 56 further clarifying that the Applicant's optical window was adjacent to the flow path and 
contained in the flow path as opposed to the prior are which merely discloses a transparent cover 
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lying on top of the flow cell. The Examiner agreed in the interview and noted in her summary that 
neither the Hollis nor Wilding prior art references taught the exact positioning of the window in the 
flow cell. The Examiner further noted that the Applicant must show some evidence of the 
advantages of a change in shape or structure of the window in order to overcome obviousness of 
simply repositioning a window. 

Therefore, in Applicant's response to the October 7, 2004 Office Action mailed March 16, 
2005, Applicant followed the recommendations of the Examiner and amended the claim language 
for Claim 56 to clarify that the optical window was adjacent to the flow path and had vertical walls 
bound by the flow cell. Applicant also explained how the claimed optical window may be "a 
separate piece of the flow cell" which could be "manufactured of a different material from the flow 
cell, such as quartz, which is more suitable for transmission and/or non- florescence properties that 
the material of the flow cell." Applicant additionally noted that "a system where the optical window 
is a separate piece permits removal and interchanging of the window to insert a window with a 
refractive index substantially matching that of the given sample solution." 

Applicant explained that these improvenients are examples of advantages of the design, 
specifically "increase the ease of manufacturing and significantly enhance the viewing quality of the 
optical window," that the Examiner suggested were needed to overcome an obviousness 
determination. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that Applicant's Amendment and 
Response to the October 7, 2004 Office Action fully responded to the Examiner's concerns and 
suggestions noted in the March 8, 2005 interview. 
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